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Applicant may not request that any objection to the drawing(s) be held in abeyance. See 37 CFR 1.85(a). 
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* See the attached detailed Office action for a list of the certified copies not received. 
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DETAILED ACTION 
Claims 1-20 have been examined. 

Specification 

1. The disclosure is objected to because of the following informalities: Paragraph 0051, line 
2 recites the term "consider" which should recite "considered" Paragraph 00147, line 5 recites 
the phrase "this difference is price is within a range" which should recite "this difference in price 
is within a range " Appropriate correction is required. 

Drawings 

2. The drawings are objected to because Figure 5 A's first step is labeled "from block 320" 
that should be labeled "from block 330" from Specification paragraph 0097, line 3. Corrected 
drawing sheets in compliance with 37 CFR 1.121(d) are required in reply to the Office action to 
avoid abandonment of the application. Any amended replacement drawing sheet should include 
all of the figures appearing on the immediate prior version of the sheet, even if only one figure is 
being amended. The figure or figure number of an amended drawing should not be labeled as 
"amended " If a drawing figure is to be canceled, the appropriate figure must be removed from 
the replacement sheet, and where necessary, the remaining figures must be renumbered and 
appropriate changes made to the brief description of the several views of the drawings for 
consistency. Additional replacement sheets may be necessary to show the renumbering of the 
remaining figures. Each drawing sheet submitted after the filing date of an application must be 
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labeled in the top margin as either "Replacement Sheet" or "New Sheet" pursuant to 37 CFR 
1. 121(d). If the changes are not accepted by the examiner, the applicant will be notified and 
informed of any required corrective action in the next Office action. The objection to the 
drawings will not be held in abeyance. 

Claim Objections 

3. Claim 15 is objected to because of the following informalities: The claim needs to end 
with a period. Appropriate correction is required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §102 

4. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(a) the invention was known or used by others in this country, or patented or described in a printed publication in this 
or a foreign country, before the invention thereof by the applicant for a patent. 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by another filed 
in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent granted on an application for 
patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent, except that an 
international application filed under the treaty defined in section 351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this 
subsection of an application filed in the United States only if the international application designated the United 
States and was published under Article 2 1 (2) of such treaty in the English language. 

5. Claims 1-12 and 14-19 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) and (a) as being anticipated 
by Luke et al., U.S. Patent No. 6, 13 1,087 (reference A on the attached PTO-892 document). 

6. As per claim 1, Luke et al. teaches a computer implemented method comprising: 
determining that a price for a quantity of business offered by at least one vendor and a price by at 
least one buyer for the quantity of business do not match during at least one prior bidding cycle 
in an on-line bidding transaction (see column 8, lines 21-24); determining a difference between 
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the price by the at least one vendor and the price by the at least one buyer (see column 8, lines 
25-63); and generating a new bidding cycle in the on-line bidding transaction upon determining 
that the difference is within a range (see column 9, lines 49-60). 

7. As per claim 2, Luke et al. teaches the computer implemented method of claim 1 as 
described above. Luke et al. further teaches wherein the range is based on a percentage of 
closeness between the price for the quantity of business by the at least one vendor and the price 
by the at least one buyer for the quantity of business (see column 8, lines 25-63). 

8. As per claim 3, Luke et al. teaches the computer implemented method of claim 2 as 
described above. Luke et al. further teaches wherein generating the new bidding cycle comprises 
matching the vendor that is closest to the at least one buyer upon determining that the difference 
between the price by the vendor and the price by the at least one buyer is within the range (see 
column 9, lines 49-60). 

9. As per claim 4, Luke et al. teaches the computer implemented method of claim 1 as 
described above. Luke et al. further teaches wherein the buyer is anonymous (see column 3, 
lines 54-55). 

10. As per claim 5, Luke et al. teaches the computer implemented method of claim 1 as 
described above. Luke et al. further teaches wherein the at least one buyer is committed to the 
quantity of business if the price offered by the at least one vendor is met (see column 9, lines 31- 
33). 

11. As per claim 6, Luke et al. teaches the computer implemented method of claim 1 as 
described above. Luke et al. further teaches wherein the range is determined subsequent to 
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determining the difference between the price by the vendor and the price by the at least one 
buyer (see column 7, lines 17-20). 

12. As per claim 7, Luke et al. teaches the computer implemented method of claim 1 as 
described above. Luke et al. further teaches wherein the range is determined prior to any bidding 
cycle between the vendor and the set of one or more buyers (see column 7, lines 17-20). 

13. As per claim 8, Luke et al. teaches the computer implemented method of claim 1 as 
described above. Luke et al. further teaches wherein the range is determined by the vendor (see 
column 7, lines 28-33). 

14. As per claim 9, Luke et al. teaches a computer implemented method comprising: 
determining that a quantity of business that a buyer wanted was not met by a set of one or more 
vendors during at least one prior bidding cycle in an on-line bidding transaction (see column 8, 
lines 21-24); selecting one vendor from among the set of one or more vendors that is closest in 
price for the quantity of business to a price for the quantity of business that is offered by the 
buyer (see column 9, lines 49-60); determining a difference between the price by the vendor that 
is closest and the price by the buyer (see column 8, lines 25-63); and matching the vendor that is 
closest to the buyer upon determining that the difference between the price by the vendor and the 
price by the buyer is within a percentage range (see column 9, lines 49-60). 

15. As per claim 10, Luke et al. teaches the computer implemented method of claim 9 as 
described above. Luke et al. further teaches wherein the percentage range is determined by the 
one vendor (see column 7, lines 28-33). 

16. As per claim 1 1, Luke et al. teaches the computer implemented method of claim 9 as 
described above. Luke et al. further teaches wherein the percentage range is determined 
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subsequent to determining the difference between the price by the one vendor and the price by 
the buyer (see column 7, lines 17-20). 

17. As per claim 12, Luke et al. teaches the computer implemented method of claim 9 as 
described above. Luke et al. further teaches wherein the percentage range is determined prior to 
any bidding cycle between the one vendor and the buyer (see column 7, lines 17-20). 

18. As per claim 14, Luke et al. teaches the computer implemented method of claim 9 as 
described above. Luke et al. further teaches wherein the percentage range is based on a price 
amount of the quantity of business (see column 6, lines 65-67 and column 7, lines 1-2). 

19. As per claim 15, Luke et al. teaches a computer implemented method comprising: 
determining that a price for a quantity of business offered by a set of one or more vendors and a 
price by a set of one or more buyers for the quantity of business do not match during at least one 
prior bidding cycle in an on-line bidding transaction (see column 8, lines 21-24); selecting one 
vendor from among the set of one or more vendors that is closest in price for the quantity of 
business to a price for the quantity of business that is offered by the buyer for each buyer in the 
set of one or more buyers (see column 8, lines 25-63); determining a difference between the 
price by the one vendor that is closest and the price by the buyer for each buyer in the set of one 
or more buyers (see column 9, lines 49-60); generating a new bidding cycle in the on-line 
bidding transaction upon determining that the difference is within a range for each buyer in the 
set of one or more buyers (see column 9, lines 49-60), wherein the generating the new bidding 
cycle comprises: generating pools of buyers for each vendor that is closest in price (see column 
9, lines 1-8); and determining whether the price for the vendor is within a percentage range of the 
price for the pool of buyers for each pool of buyers (see column 9, lines 1-8). 
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20. As per claim 16, Luke et al. teaches the computer implemented method of claim 15 as 
described above. Luke et al. further teaches wherein the percentage range is determined 
subsequent to determining the difference between the price by the one vendor and the price by 
the set of one or more buyers (see column 7, lines 17-20). 

21 . As per claim 17, Luke et al. teaches the computer implemented method of claim 1 5 as 
described above. Luke et al. further teaches wherein the percentage range is determined prior to 
any bidding cycle between the one vendor and the set of one or more buyers (see column 7, lines 
17-20). 

22. As per claim 18, Luke et al. teaches the computer implemented method of claim 15 as 
described above. Luke et al. further teaches wherein the range is determined by the one vendor 
(see column 7, lines 28-33). 

23. As per claim 19, Luke et al. teaches the computer implemented method of claim 1 5 as 
described above. Luke et al. further teaches wherein the range is determined by the set of one or 
more buyers (see column 7, lines 28-33). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

24. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the inwntion is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

25. Claims 13 and 20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Luke et 
al., U.S. Patent No. 6, 13 1,087 (reference A on the attached PTO-892 document). 
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26. As per claim 13, Luke et al. teaches the computer implemented method of claim 9 as 
described above. Luke et al. does not show wherein the percentage range is determined by an 
intermediary. The Examiner notes, altering the party that the percentage range is determined by 
does not modify the computer implemented method. To have modified Luke et al. to have 
included an intermediary would have been obvious to the skilled artisan because the inclusion of 
such a step would have been an obvious matter of design choice in light of the method already 
disclosed by Luke et al. Such modification would not have otherwise affected Luke et al. and 
would have merely represented one of numerous steps that the skilled artisan would have found 
obvious for the purposes already disclosed in Luke et al. Additionally, applicant has not 
persuasively demonstrated the criticality of the percentage range being determined by an 
intermediary versus another party. See In re Japikse, 181 F.2d 1019, 86 USPQ 70 (CCPA 1950). 

27. As per claim 20, Luke et al. teaches the computer implemented method of claim 15 as 
described above. Luke et al. does not show wherein the range is determined by an intermediary. 
The Examiner notes, altering the party that the percentage range is determined by does not 
modify the computer implemented method. To have modified Luke et al. to have included an 
intermediary would have been obvious to the skilled artisan because the inclusion of such a step 
would have been an obvious matter of design choice in light of the method already disclosed by 
Luke et al. Such modification would not have otherwise affected Luke et al, and would have 
merely represented one of numerous steps that the skilled artisan would have found obvious for 
the purposes already disclosed in Luke et al. Additionally, applicant has not persuasively 
demonstrated the criticality of the range being determined by an intermediary versus another 
party. See In re Japikse, 181 F.2d 1019, 86 USPQ 70 (CCPA 1950). 
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Conclusion 

28. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's 
disclosure. Silverman et al., U.S. Patent No. 5,924,082 (reference B on the attached PTO-892 
document), teaches a negotiated matching system that identifies potential counterparties to a 
transaction using criteria input by each user of the system and then enables communication 
between the counterparties. 

29. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Samica L. Norman whose telephone number is (571) 270-1371. 
The examiner can normally be reached on Mon-Thur 6:30a-4p, w/ 1st Fri off & 2nd 6:30a-3p. 

30. If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Richard E. Chilcot can be reached on (571) 272-6777. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

3 1 . Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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